In recent years there has been considerable research and clinical interest in developing instruments to assess social supports available to individuals. There is, however, a notable deficiency of attempts to evaluate the psychometric properties of these questionnaires. The present article describes efforts made to evaluate the properties of a Social Relationship Scale (SRS) that was developed as part of a prospective study of the psychosocial influences on the health status of a population. Some descriptive scale statistics are also presented.
In recent years there has been considerable research and clinical interest in developing instruments to assess social supports available to individuals. There is, however, a notable deficiency of attempts to evaluate the psychometric properties of these questionnaires. The present article describes efforts made to evaluate the properties of a Social Relationship Scale (SRS) that was developed as part of a prospective study of the psychosocial influences on the health status of a population. Some descriptive scale statistics are also presented.
As part of a 2-year prospective study, a Social Relationship Scale (SRS) was developed to measure the role of social support in cushioning the effects of life stressors on health (McFarlane et al. 1980) . The notion that social support acts as a buffer or cushion against disease has been well described by Weiss (1969) , Antonovsky (1974), and Cassel (1974) , as well as by Caplan (1974) , who has drawn attention to its importance in community mental health. Henderson (1977) postulated that social bonds are necessary for persons to maintain a reasonable degree of affective comfort and to operate effectively in the face of adversity. Brown, Bhrolchain, and Harris (1975) found that lack of an intimate confiding relationship is one of four factors associated with increased morbidity in the presence of escalating adverse events.
In the development of the SRS, we chose to focus on both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the network of relationships available to our subjects. Our reading of the literature and our own experience suggested that people who can form trusting and reciprocally helpful relationships have access to coping resources. Thus, our task was to develop a questionnaire that would cover all categories of life stress and the number, type, and quality of relationships available for discussion in each of these categories. The questionnaire is designed to provide information about the total number of relationships available, as well as the class or classes of relationships associated with different kinds of stress. In addition, it can be used to determine the number of different categories of stress in which a particular relationship plays a role.
In the research for which the SRS was developed, the scale is administered as part of a more extensive home interview that is carried out by trained interviewers (McFarlane et al. 1980) . The interviewee is presented with six separate categories of potential areas of life stress: work; money and finances; home and family; personal and social; personal health; and issues that relate to society in general. The questionnaire requires subjects to list, using initials only and noting the type of relationship (e.g., friends, coworkers, close relatives), those persons with whom they have had discussions about each of the above problem areas (see example 1). Subjects are asked to rate on a 7-point scale the helpfulness of discussions they had with each person. By placing a check next to Criterion Validity. To test this property, we postulated that the scale should discriminate between two criterion groups. The first criterion group comprised married couples (n = 18) involved in a parent therapist program at a child and family center in the Hamilton area (Levin, Rubenstein, and Streiner 1976) . The couples chosen to be parent therapists in this program had been screened for the capacity to communicate effectively with one another. Parent therapist couples take troubled adolescents into their homes and function both as surrogate parents and in-residence therapists. As a comparison group, we chose couples who came into treatment because of family difficulties, as signaled either by their having marital problems, or a child being presented as a problem for treatment. The cooperating psychiatrists were asked to have the couples fill out the SRS before or very early in treatment. It was our hypothesis that the criterion group could be distinguished from the comparison group by the extent to which they listed spouse as being more helpful in all categories of problem areas and in particular the category of Home and Family. As can be seen in table 1, our hypothesis was supported. Parent therapists rated their spouses more helpful overall, and as more helpful in the Home and Family category. Parent therapists also tended more frequently to mention their spouse first in the category Home and Family, although these results were not statistically significant.
Test-Retest Reliability.
To assess test-retest reliability, the questionnaire was administered on two occasions to 73 community college students over a 1-week interval. Correlations were obtained for both the number of individuals recorded in each of six categories and on the average helpfulness score. We found that correlations on the number of individuals in each category ranged from .62 to .99, with a median of .91, indicating the extent of the network in this sample to be reasonably stable (table 2). The average helpfulness score also turned out to be reasonably reliable, having test-retest Response Bias. We were concerned about the extent to which subjects might answer the questionnaire in the direction of some ideal or socially desirable response. To address this question, The results of these administrations were then compared by examining the average helpfulness score assigned to each category of relationships on the two administrations and then looking for significant differences using a paired t test. (See table 4 .)
The differences in response at these two test times are significant, indicating that when the questionnaire is administered with basic or usual instructions, a socially desirable response is not elicited.
In summary then, a number of procedures were carried out to test the reliability, content validity, and criterion validity of the SRS. The possibility of response bias was also examined. From these tests we determined that:
• The SRS is reasonably reliable over time.
• The basic instructions of the SRS do not seem to elicit a socially desirable response regarding the average helpfulness of people in the social network.
• Regarding content validity, the scale did provide adequate information about the overall picture of an individual's supportive network. We followed the suggestions of the expert panel that some questions about Key or Modal figures be included, and the scale now provides a very detailed map of both the quantity and quality of support from the social network.
• The scale has a reasonable degree of criterion validity because it is able to discriminate between two criterion groups.
Within Scale Findings
Basic descriptive statistics of the SRS relationships, obtained by summing the unique relationships in each content area (e.g., Work, Home, and Family), are shown in table 5. The mean size of our subjects' social networks is roughly nine people. Breakdown of the network into specific types of relationships shows that subjects' networks are composed of a mean of 2.24 close family, 2.21 friends, 1.43 workrelated individuals, 1.14 professionals (e.g., doctor or other health professional, lawyer, or minister), 0.82 spouses, 0.65 other relatives, 0.17 neighbors, and 0.02 others. Note, however, that the mean of 0.82 spouses is calculated on all 518 subjects, 95 of whom do not have a spouse, thus giving a mean of less than 1.0. Of the 423 married subjects, a mean of .98 spouses (SD = 0.15) was reported as part of the social network, while for those subjects who were employed (» = 403), the mean number of work-related network members was 1.81 (SD = 1.81). Percentages of subjects who reported one or more of each type of relation in their social networks are shown in table 6.
In addition to the prevalence of the married group reporting their spouse in their network (97.9%), we also find large percentages of people reporting one or more close family, friends, work-related individuals, and professionals in their social networks. From this and the information about the number of specific types of relationship (table  5) , it appears that the three most common intimate or confiding relationships are those of spouse, close family, and friends. To assess how extensively our subjects made use of these relationships, we looked at the number of content areas in which subjects reported having discussions with each type of person. As can be seen from table 7, the greatest number of content areas were discussed with subjects' spouses (mean = 5.13 out of a maximum of six areas). A mean of 2.81 categories were discussed with close family, while the mean number discussed with friends was 2.49, 1.42 with work-related individuals, 1.15 with professionals, 0.88 with other family, 0.19 with neighbors, and 0.03 with others. Thus, not only are the three relationships of spouse, close family, and friends most commonly mentioned by respondents, but they also seem to be utilized most extensively for discussion of different types of problems.
When variables thought to reflect quality of network (i.e., re- ported helpfulness, reciprocity, key figures) are examined, it appears that subjects do find their networks to be beneficial (see table 5 ). The mean average helpfulness score was 1.86 out of a possible range of -3 to +3, while the proportion of helpful individuals (those with a positive helpfulness score) was 89.41% and the proportion of reciprocating individuals was 86.64%. By "reciprocating," we mean that these people would come to the respondent to discuss problems. The mean number of people mentioned three times or more in the network (i.e., mentioned in three or more content areas) was 2.59. Of these people, a mean of 1.67 was considered by our subjects to be helpful and reciprocal. These findings are in line with our expectation that there would be two or three such modal or key figures in the average daily functioning network. When we asked subjects specifically about key figures to whom they could turn in a major crisis, they reported a mean of 5.27 individuals. Of these key "crisis" figures, subjects considered a mean of 86.7% to be reciprocal. It appears, then, that the number of modal or key figures calculated from subjects' reports of people with whom they speak in their day-to-day networks is somewhat less than the number of key figures to whom subjects feel they can turn in a major crisis. While this difference may stem from the comparison of an actual, general situation with a hypothetical, crisis situation, it may also reflect our subjects' ability to gear up their social support systems (turning to more people) in times of severe stress.
In table 8 there is a comparison of social network variables for men and women. Although the extent of the network and the number of crisis key figures, respectively, are similar, there are notable differences in the types of relationships endorsed. Women indicate a greater number of relationships with close family, other family, and neighbors, while men tend to report more work relationships. It should be noted that the findings for work relationships are based on employed subjects, thereby controlling for the differential employment of men and women in our sample (96 percent of the men were employed versus 59 percent of the women; x 2 = 101.7, df = 1, V < .0001).
Interestingly, women also report being more helped by their discussions than men and appear to have more people with whom they discuss a variety of problem areas in their daily lives. More specifically, as shown in table 9, women report discussing significantly more content areas with close family, other family, friends, and neighbors than do men, while men report discussing more content areas with with work-related individuals. It seems, then, aside from the important relation of spouse, that women have more family-and neighbor-oriented social networks than men, whose networks are more work-relation-oriented than are women's. Overall, however, the same general ranking regarding the number of content areas discussed with each relation holds up across the sexes; i.e., the most content areas are discussed in descending order, with the spouse, close family, friends, work relations, professionals, other family, neighbors, and others.
Major differences also exist in the composition of the social network for married, single, divorced, and widowed individuals (table  10) . While the extent of the network and crisis key figures, respectively, are the same for each marital status group, married subjects' networks differ significantly by the inclusion of a spouse and more work-related individuals. There are no differences due to marital status in the number of close family, other family, neighbors or others, but single people report more friends than the other groups, with married and widowed reporting the least. Widowed and divorced, interestingly enough, report more professionals in their networks.
Regarding content areas discussed with each type of relation (see table 11), married individuals logically report discussing more categories with their spouses than do other groups, but discuss fewer content areas with close family and friends than all the other groups. Widows report discussing more content areas with neighbors than do other groups, while the widowed and divorced report discussing more content areas with professionals. No significant differences were found due to marital status in the number of content areas discussed with work relations or others.
When the quality of network variables is examined, it appears that married individuals have a greater proportion of reciprocal relationships in their networks, as well as a greater proportion of reciprocal key figures. Divorced respondents have the smallest proportion of reciprocal key figures.
There seem to be no significant differences attributable to marital status regarding number of individuals mentioned three times, number mentioned three times who are helpful and reciprocal, number of crisis key figures, and average helpfulness of the entire network. From earlier mentioned findings that divorced and widowed individuals had a significantly greater number of professionals in their networks, and discussed more content areas with professionals, it appeared that the needs of these two groups were not being met by their informal networks. This idea was borne out, particularly for the divorced people, in results showing the average helpfulness of the informal network to be significantly less for that group than any other. However, when the average helpfulness of the entire network (including professionals) was compared across groups, there was no significant difference in perceived helpfulness. This finding indicates that professionals are an important source of support for the divorced group, helping to fill in gaps left by the informal network of family, friends, and coworkers.
Additionally, two-way analyses of variance were performed looking for any interactions between marital status and sex on each of the SRS variables. The only variables for which such an interaction occurred were the number of neighbors and the number of content areas discussed with neighbors, in which there were interactions such that widowed and married females spoke to more neighbors about more content areas than did other groups.
Summary
Having developed the SRS and being reasonably satisfied with its reliability and validity, we have applied it to examine the extent and quality of social support networks of a sample of 518 general population subjects. Generally, our subjects say their social networks consisted of about nine people and varied in composition due to sex and marital status. These differences tended to be independent and did not reflect interactions between sex and marital status. Women's networks were composed of more family and neighbors than were men's, while men reported more work-related individuals. Women reported more people with whom they could discuss a variety of content areas (e.g., work, home, and family) and also reported feeling more helped by discussions with their network members. Both sexes reported discussing the greatest number of content areas with their spouses, and, in descending order of content areas, close family, friends, work-related people, professionals, other family, neighbors, and others. Both sexes also gave the same mean number of crisis key figures.
The effect of marital status on network composition was reasonably predictable for married people since the main difference in their network was the spouse's inclusion. They also reported more work-related individuals. Singles, however, had more friends than the other groups, while widowed and divorced people had more professionals in their networks. This latter result, together with the comparison of findings regarding average helpfulness of the formal and informal networks, led to the conclusion that the needs of these people, divorced in particular, were not being met by their informal networks. Reciprocity of relationships seemed to be most prevalent among the married group, and this group also tended to discuss many content areas with their spouses, while all other groups discussed more content areas with close family and friends. There was no difference due to marital status in the number of crisis key figures reported.
Some of these findings, such as reciprocity among the married people and greater latitude of content areas discussed with the spouse than any other relation, have been predictable and, as such, confirm the face validity of the SRS. Others, such as the inadequacies in the informal networks of divorced and widowed people, also make sense since these people have lost an important member of their informal network.
Overall, these findings from the development, validation, and application of the SRS form a picture of a scale that is a reasonably reliable and valid instrument to use in assessing extent and quality of social networks.
